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Knowledge management is often viewed as a domain 
involving capturing, organising and retrieving 
information. This view of knowledge management is too 
neat and too simple to survive in the wilds of the 
workplace. Rapid adoption of knowledge practices 
today with little reflection of underlying human essence 
is a rising concern. Organisation must realise that at its 
core, knowledge management relies on sound 
contextualised tacit contributions. Most knowledge 
elicitation techniques today have overly emphasised on 
contribution per se. The paradox is that while what an 
organisation needs is sound contributions, the focus 
should be elsewhere. This paper brings to light 
ingredients driven by one’s innate and intrinsic needs as 
enablers in the quest to elicit knowledge. Such needs 
can and should be accorded by organisations 
embarking on sincere knowledge management 
implementation. These include the use of problem cases, 
bestowing recognition, fostering rights, preserving 
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Knowledge explosion has been the term that we have all 
been acquainted with. There is just too much knowledge 
everywhere so much so it is seen as omnipresent. In a 
knowledge economy, such wrath of knowledge, very 
often seen as information (when knowledge is not in 
context) can do more harm than good. Search engines 
and other data mining tools and technologies in place 
have tried to manage and solve this burst of information. 
However, there is little denying that such efforts are 
turning futile.  
 
The goal of knowledge management is seen as trying to 
solve this pressing issue. The focus has always been on 
tacit knowledge. However, this too is overkill. 
Quantifying tacit knowledge using criteria like 
relevance, usefulness and adoption have been 
traditionally used as a yardstick to measure a body of 
knowledge (Riley, 2002). However, this too is easier 
said than done. Measuring a body of knowledge using 
the abovementioned criteria is by far a complex 
procedure certainly beyond the realms of computerised 
system.  
 
2.0 CURRENT STATE OF KM  
 
As the saying goes, “that we can’t measure we can’t 
quantify and that we can’t quantify we can’t value”. It is 
now obvious why many cases of implementation 
failures of knowledge management systems today with 
most having failed in achieving its aims and objectives. 
 
Perhaps those systems have not failed but rather failed 
systems. The processes in place has not been able to 
extricate tacit knowledge – an age-old challenge 
confronting knowledge officers.  
 
It is true that the goal of knowledge management is 
nothing more than getting the right information to the 
right people at the right time. Authors like Thomas, 
Kellogg and Erickson (Thomas, 2000) have extended 
this view by paying attention to human and social 
factors. Others  like Mirian Hasegawa and Andre Tosi 
Furtado, have extended Nonaka and Takeuchi’s model 
incorporating concepts used by Callon (Callon, 1994) 
and interactive model of innovation by Kline and 
Rosenberg (1986). The author would like to take a stand 
that in addition to this, innate human requirements must 
be taken into consideration which will eventually form 
what is called organisations’ support framework 
discussed later in this paper. Tacit knowledge is 
construed as an amalgam of  perception, feelings, 
situation, experience, emotions, insights, beliefs, 
perspectives and emotions (Nabeth). These must be 






Figure 1: Simplified view of a Knowledge Management 
System (Adopted from The SECI Model by Nonaka and 
Takeuchi, cited Wickes) 
 
The above diagram illustrates how knowledge residing 
in the minds of experts make their way to documented 
sources (externalization – contribution) and finally to 
the minds of one or more individuals (internalization – 
knowledge transfer). This is what a typical knowledge 
management system entails and what most 
organizations envision to achieve. However, the above 
model assumes knowledge can be captured in the first 
place! The focus of this paper is to look at this profound 





Figure 2: SECI Model by Nonaka and Takeuchi (Wickes) 
 
The model propagated by Nonaka and Takeuchi 
(Wickes) shown above is insightful in itself. Nonaka 
and Takeuchi speaks of cyclic chain of growth of 
knowledge and how it involves via collaborative 
mechanisms to add further intellectual capital to an 
organisation. The author however, would like to focus 
on another facet of discussion involving contribution per 
se – ensuring sound body of contextualised tacit 
knowledge being deposited. 
 
 
3.0 CAUSE FOR CONCERN 
 
Knowledge has always been a key component for 
organisations to position themselves. Loads of tools and 
technologies have been invested and designed to 
provide a proper repository channel to capture 
knowledge flow within an organization. Contribution 
and quality of contribution are seen as two major 
concerns for most knowledge management initiatives. 
 
These are driven by a number of concerns, which 
include lack of knowledgeable contributor, contributors 
who do not know what they know and contributors who 
are driven by unproductive motifs. The author believes 
that successful resolution of the abovementioned 
concerns can help to increase the number and quality of 
contributors.  
 
The first concern involving lack of contributors is a 
misconception since every knowledge worker has been 
endowed with their own speciality traced from their 
experience and maturity. It is highly unlikely that an 
individual being termed a knowledge worker does not 
have the ability to contribute. This certainly cannot be 
the case and is not in the scope of discussion of this 
paper. 
 
The second concern involves contributors who do not 
know what they know. This is in fact a weakness, and 
concerted effort must be put in place to overcome this 
and shall be overcome by means of problem cases 
discussed later.  
 
The third concern involves contributors who are driven 
by unproductive motives. Knowledge workers tend to 
resort to such motives primary due to feelings of 
insecurity, demotivation, fear, exploited, ‘abused’, 
suspicion, lack of freedom and disrespect. 
 
 
Figure 3: Unproductive motif versus contribution of 
employees graph 
 
The above graph somewhat dictates the relationship 
between unproductive motives and contribution that is 
somewhat linear. Hence, it can be concluded that 
individuals who exhibit greater unproductive motifs 
(negative traits mentioned above) in an organization 




4.0 ORGANISATION SUPPORTIVE 
FRAMEWORK 
 
To understand the drivers that shape KM 
implementations, one must understand that they are both 
internal and external drivers. The above model depicts 
what internal drivers are - problem cases, reward, 
recognition, confidentiality and rights. Contributions of 
tacit knowledge are often seen as an altruistic move. 
One is seemingly viewed ‘more noble’ when one 
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contributes as opposed to one who has not. This 




Figure 4: Organization Supportive Framework 
 
 
It is not surprising if knowledge workers do not know 
what and how to effectively contribute a  body of 
knowledge. The answer to the ‘how’ can be addressed 
via KM systems in place. The ‘what’ questions can be 
extremely slippery since what is deemed important for 
one person may not be augur the same for others. 
Therefore, it is important that a mechanism is put in 
place to ensure that knowledge workers are induced via 
problem cases. Problem cases are essentially 
contextualised problem sets and situations (Rhem, 
1998). It is often used where experts find it hard to 
articulate their thought processes when solving 
problems.  
 
Based on the above figure, problem cases lie at the base 
of the organization supportive framework. The reason is 
obvious since problem cases serve as triggers for tacit 
knowledge contribution.  Problem cases almost 
guarantees that only the required body of knowledge is 
deposited but not restricted to presumably other 
important tacit contributions. Additionally, problem 
cases are powerful means to capture tacit knowledge 
since reasons about possible solutions to a current 
problem based on stored instances of solutions to past 
problems are captured in this way. 
 
To cite an example of a problem case, one may consider 
a problem; To understand why someone’s boss reacted a 
certain way; Result: one might remember a situation 
when one’s own boss reacted similarly. With such 
simple illustration, one is presented with new insights, 
perspectives, beliefs, experience and associated 
emotions. Such rich source of knowledge (tacit) would 
never have been extracted otherwise. This is in fact 
what wisdom is but this time no longer in the minds of 
experts (contributors) albeit externalized in documented 
forms. 
 
The next hierarchy in the above organisation support 
framework pyramid involves recognition. Recognition 
begets appreciation. It means gratitude. Organisation 
must realize that in a knowledge economy, recognizing 
contribution is the single most important activity that 
organizations must stress upon. Further to this, article 6 
under Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1998), 
clearly stipulates that “Everyone has the right to 
recognition everywhere as a person before the law”. 
 
Rights can be translated to the ability to decide on what 
to ‘say’ and how much to ‘say’. The assurance of rights 
must be given due importance since people will 
otherwise feel insecure if such assurance were not in 
place. Therefore, contributors ought to be bestowed with 
the necessary credentials and ownership translating to 
intellectual property. However, individual 
contribution(s) within an organization is often seen as 
sole property of the organization. This archaic view has 
alienated quality contribution resulting in “what’s in for 
me” syndrome.  
 
Confidentiality comes when there is sharing. It means 
that one can dictate how much to conceal and that which 
is to be revealed. Critics have said that sharing is the 
core of knowledge management and so confidentiality 
will almost surely curtail contributions. The author 
disagrees with this view. On the contrary, 
confidentiality promotes freedom. Studies have shown 
that individuals operate best when they feel at ease with 
themselves and the work they do. Additionally, 
confidentiality is closely linked to ethical and legal 
responsibilities (Island Stanford Junior University), that 
an organization must adhere. 
 
Reward entails monetary or equivalent forms of credit. 
It cannot be denied that such incentives play a major 
role towards motivation of knowledge workers. 
However, the author does realize perils to such a move. 
For instance, making known up-front that contributors 
will be rewarded may bring about a stream of unworthy 
contributions. Certainly there mu st be a way to evaluate 
a body knowledge that is deemed suitable in it’s applied 
form (Sukumaran, 2004) before incentives are accorded. 
Only when such body of knowledge reaches the applied 
form as mentioned by Sukumaran, S. et. al, will it be 
said to have manifested into intellectual assets for the 
organization and therefore of value. This way, the 
organization can objectively reward contributors. There 
are many institutions that subscribe to this view. For 
instance, the University of Huddersfield (2007) views 
that to be successful as a university, their staffs needs to 
have access to development and training and receive 
appropriate rewards and recognition to ensure high 
quality student experience is maintained. 
 
There are three stages to the pyramid of the above 
framework. Stage 1 involves problems cases that at 
minimum an organization must adopt. Stage 2 and 3 
will be the next two stages once stage 1 has been in 
place. In essence, an organization adopting this 
framework must ensure that the base – i.e. problem 
cases, is in place before embarking on further stages. 
This does not mean however, that the stages have to be 
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in that order. Optimally, the author recommends that all 
three stages be embedded when a new KM project is to 
be embarked. 
 
As a case to point out on how the abovementioned 
organisation support framework could be adopted, the 
author wishes to draw upon the example of Chaparral 
Steel widely regarded as one of the most successful KM 
implementation projects. Chaparral Steel managed to 
achieve problem cases by understanding how a problem 
situation occurs and what was done to overcome it. 
Recognition  has been addressed by appreciating the 
value of each employee and subsequently allowing them 
to make independent decisions. Rights are accorded to 
each knowledge worker by an affirming the statement 
that each employees’ decision should never be 
questioned.  Confidentiality is manifested in Chaparral 
by allowing individuals and teams with the freedom to 
experiment with different operating conditions to test 
improvement although this may result in reduced 
efficiency or throughput; yet it will be tolerated by the 
management (albeit to a certain point).  Reward  is 
accorded to senior operators by giving them an 
opportunity to teach full time for a year relieving them 
of operational duties.  The resulting effect in all of the 
above is that the employees of Chaparral now feel that 
they “own” their production equipment and the teams 
are eager to keep their equipment in top condition”.  
 
5.0 HITTING THE BULLS EYE 
 
It is interesting to note that the adherence to all the three 
stages – problem cases, recognition, rights, 
confidentiality and rewards will bring about a positive 
ripple effect of security and trust, and motivation. When 
people generally feel this way, they become enthusiastic 
and contributions will subsequently follow. 
 
Contribution is the reward of satisfying innate human 
needs mentioned above. It has to be noted that since an 
individual innate needs have been fulfilled, the 
contribution will be of value to the organisation.  With 
this model, one does not have to think of contributions 
per se, rather to look in its enablers – i.e. problem cases, 
recognition, rights, confidentiality and reward to 
achieve the aforementioned aim of sound (tacit) 
contribution. 
 
6.0 CONCLUSION  
 
The simple picture of knowledge management as getting 
the right information to the right people cannot be 
agreed upon. Organisations have to adopt a greater 
people-centric perspective of knowledge.  
 
Technology itself is not a panacea. KM systems have 
come and gone and organization are still plagued with 
an age old dilemma as to how contributions can be 
increased. This proves that technology by itself goes 
only so far and can provide one with rudimentary 
reasoning devoid of insights, beliefs, perspectives, 
emotions and experience.   
 
The author wishes to conclude that if an organization 
wishes to embark on a sincere KM implementation, the 
supportive framework discussed in this paper should be 
complied in its entirety. Organisations must realise that 
individuals are highly complex beings. Hence, it takes 
the right ingredients to bring the best out of knowledge 
workers often taken for granted. Innate needs like 
recognition, confidentiality, rights and reward are all 
part of a holistic need of an individual. When these 
needs are not respected, returns could potentially be less 
compared to those who have considered these needs in 
their KM implementation. 
 
Arguably, practical implementation of the proposed 
organisation support framework rest in the realms of 
KM systems today. However, such systems are not 
readily useful in its current form. A typical KM system 
should embody the support framework discussed in the 
paper – making it part of an organisation’s KM 
workflow and processes. Further to this, concerted 
efforts must be made to ensure that the framework 
discussed in this paper is tailored to meet specific 
organisation needs.    
 
People are the intelligent agents that make organisations 
function, and for them to do what they do best, 
organisations must put in place the support framework 
discussed in this paper.  
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